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Abstract: Different frameworks for New Service Development (NSD) 
practices have been suggested by prior conceptual research. By exploring the 
practices of NSD empirically, this paper continues the ongoing discussion of 
what the relevant dimensions of NSD practices are. The detailed practices 
identified by interviewing 20 employees, all with key roles in relation to NSD 
in five large Scandinavian service firms, about their NSD practices, are 
clustered into three aggregated overarching dimensions of NSD practices: 1) 
identifying needs, 2) assuring support and 3) dividing work. The findings 
suggest that the NSD process is the prime focus of NSD practices and that 
different resources are integrated into the different stages of the NSD process. 
The findings provide both managerial implications and implications for further 
research.           
Keywords: New Service Development; Service Innovation; Innovation 
Practices Dimensions 
 
1 Introduction  
The potential role of New Service Development (NSD) in creating financial performance 
and competitive advantage for both service and manufacturing firms is increasingly 
acknowledged (e.g., Aas and Pedersen, 2011). At the same time frameworks of 
successful NSD practices remain scarce (e.g., den Hertog et al., 2010). The empirical 
innovation management literature has focused primarily on New Product Development 
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(NPD) when exploring the practices that firms’ undertake when they innovate 
successfully (Kahn et al., 2006). Due to the differences between services and products 
and between service innovation and product innovation (Droege et al., 2009), there is, 
however, no guarantee that the frameworks developed for NPD are also relevant for 
NSD. From a managerial perspective this gap in the literature is concerning. Managers 
need to implement efficient practices to succeed with innovation, and due to the lack of 
frameworks of NSD practices, and lack of corresponding normative guidance, this is now 
a difficult and hazardous task for managers pursuing a business strategy reliant upon 
NSD.    
An extensive series of empirical NPD management studies (e.g., Kahn et al., 2006) 
have identified relevant dimensions of NPD practices. Insights from this empirical 
research stream have formed the basis for developing frameworks of NPD practices and 
suggesting normative advices for NPD managers, and the Product Development and 
Management Association (PDMA) now applies strategy, portfolio management, process, 
tools, metrics, market research, teams, people, and organizational issues as key 
dimensions in their framework of NPD practices (PDMA, 2013). 
The attempts to develop similar frameworks of the key dimensions of NSD practices 
are limited, and since the few frameworks suggested in the literature are predominantly 
based on conceptual discussions (e.g., Froehle and Roth, 2007; den Hertog et al., 2010), 
we argue that more empirical research is needed to confirm, or alternatively disprove, the 
NSD practices frameworks suggested by prior conceptual research.   
Therefore, in this paper our aim is to contribute in filling the literature gap related to 
what the key dimensions of successful NSD practices are. Hence, we ask the following 
research question: What are the key dimensions of NSD practices that firms undertake in 
order to succeed with their NSD efforts?  
Instead of deploying a conceptual theory-based top-down approach, like most prior 
research, to answer this question, we follow an empirical bottom-up approach where the 
starting point is the identification of NSD practices, and where these practices then are 
aggregated into key NSD practices dimensions on higher levels.  
2 Theory 
To enlighten the research question we need to combine insights from separate research 
traditions such as social practices theorizing together with the results of NPD and NSD 
research:  
Social Practices Theorizing 
Studying the practices of doing innovation work, requires an understanding of practices 
as a phenomenon, or with practices as the object of study (Gherardi, 2006). Social 
practice theorizing focuses on a dynamic view of knowing, which represents a social 
accomplishment, constituted and reconstituted in actors’ everyday work practices 
(Orlikowski 2002). This entails that studying innovation should move away from a static 
view of knowledge to a dynamic view, emphasizing knowledgeable action or knowing-
how. Understanding then the performative role of both material and human agency in 
enacting innovative processes, and the inherent consequences of innovation and new 
knowing becomes important.  
 Practice connects knowing with doing (Orlikowski, 2002). As such, the practice lens 
recognizes what people actually do to perform the work in their recurrent, situated 
context (Orlikowski, 2007a). Schatzki (2001) further explains that practices are 
“embodied, materially mediated arrays of human activity centrally organized around 
shared practical understanding” (p. 2). Hence, organized human activities are practices. 
Schatzki (2005) argues that practices are non-individualist phenomena: ”It is people, to 
be sure, that perform the actions that compose a practice. But the organization of a 
practice is not a collection of properties of individual people. It is a feature of the 
practice, expressed in the open-ended set of actions that composes the practice” (p. 480).  
Further, understanding practice as an ontology claims that the social is performed in 
and through socio-material practices (Gherardi, 2006; Orlikowski, 2007a). An emphasis 
on the sociomateriality becomes important, as technology and the material context of 
work are understood as inseparable from the work itself, using a relational ontology 
(Orlikowski and Scott, 2008). In other words, the practice turn is not one theory. 
However, there are various common assumptions such as situatedness of action, 
performativity materially mediated (Schatzki, 2005) or through social-material practices 
(Orlikowski, 2006), agency as heterogeneous with an apprehension of multiplicity, 
emphasizing connectivity between practices and people, and the production of effects 
through practices (Bjørkeng, Clegg, & Pitsis, 2009; Gherardi, 2000; Gherardi, 2006; Mol, 
2003; Nicolini, 2007; Orlikowski, 2007a; Orlikowski, 2002, 2006) 
Dimensions of NPD Practices 
The innovation management literature has focused primarily on NPD when exploring the 
practices that firms undertake when they innovate (Kahn, Barczak & Moss, 2006). This 
research stream has resulted in a set of aggregated innovation practices dimensions that 
are often used as basis for innovation management research.  
Kahn, Barczak and Moss (2006) for example suggest that NPD practices are 
delineated across six dimensions: 1) strategy, 2) portfolio management, 3) process, 4) 
market research, 5) people, and 6) metrics and performance measurement, and similar 
aggregated dimensions practices dimensions are for example deployed by the Product 
Development and Management Association (PDMA) in their NPD best practices surveys 
(e.g., PDMA, 2011). In their latest NPD best practices survey PDMA uses the following 
NPD dimensions: 1) culture, 2) strategy, 3) portfolio management, 4) process, 5) front 
end, 6) tools and 7) measures and metrics (PDMA, 2011), and in their latest certification 
work seven similar aggregated NPD dimensions are deployed: 1) strategy, 2) portfolio 
management, 3) process, 4) tools, 5) metrics, 6) market research and 7) teams, people, 
and organizational issues as dimensions (PDMA, 2013). 
Although the PDMA practices dimensions are a result of NPD research they have 
also been used by several researchers as a framework for studying NSD practices 
empirically (e.g., Zomerdijk and Voss, 2011; Barczak, Kahn and Moss, 2006). However, 
due to differences between products and services and between NPD and NSD (e.g., 
Droege et al., 2009) it is unclear to what degree the NPD practices dimensions are suited 
to guide empirical studies of NSD practices.     
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Dimensions of NSD Practices 
The attempts to develop frameworks of the key dimensions of NSD practices are limited, 
and the few frameworks suggested in the literature are predominantly based on 
conceptual discussions. A recent example of a framework derived from theory, is “the 
resource-process framework of NSD” suggested by Froehle and Roth (2007). This 
framework suggests two key dimensions of NSD practices; resource-oriented practices 
and process-oriented practices, and the authors further suggest that the resource-oriented 
practices may be subdivided into intellectual resources, organizational resources and 
physical resources, whereas the process-oriented practices may be subdivided into design 
stage, analysis stage, development stage and launch stage.  
Frohle and Roth (2007) also conduct an empirical study (i.e., multiple rounds of 
interviews and card-sorting exercises with senior service managers) to detail the 
description of the NSD practices within each dimension, and based on this exploration 
they suggest 45 detailed constructs for NSD related practices However, the aggregated 
top level NSD practices dimensions are not discussed in light of the empirical findings. 
Consequently, there is a risk that if these aggregated levels are irrelevant for NSD, the 45 
detailed constructs they derive are inaccurate.     
Another example of a conceptual study suggesting a NSD practices dimensions 
framework is den Hertog et al. (2010). Based on insights mainly from the strategic 
management literature the authors discuss conceptually what activities firms should 
undertake to build the capabilities needed to succeed with NSD. Although the authors do 
not use the term “innovation practices”, their suggested framework may be perceived as a 
framework describing the practices firms undertake to build (service) innovation 
capabilities, thus a framework of NSD practices. Perceived like this the framework 
suggested by den Hertog et al. (2010)  consists of six dimensions of NSD practices: 1) 
signalling user needs and technological options, 2) conceptualising, 3) (un-)bundling, 4) 
co-producing and orchestrating, 5) scaling and stretching and 6) learning and adapting. 
The frameworks of both den Hertog (2010) and Frohle and Roth (2007) are based on 
theoretical discussions where the theoretical insights are used to derive relevant practices 
dimensions. There is a risk, however, that these theoretical derived “maps” are 
inconsistent with the real activities or practices implemented by firms. Therefore, instead 
of deploying a top-down approach like den Hertog (2010) and Frohle and Roth (2007) to 
derive the relevant innovation practices dimensions for NSD we deploy a bottom-up 
approach in this paper where the starting point is the identification of practices, and 
where these practices then are aggregated into practices dimensions on higher levels. 
3 Method 
Since social practice theorizing focuses on a dynamic view of knowing, which represents 
a social accomplishment, constituted in actors’ everyday work practices (Orlikowski, 
2002), and since Schatzki et al. (2001) explains that practices are “embodied, materially 
mediated arrays of human activity centrally organized around shared practical 
understanding” (p. 2), we chose a qualitative case oriented research approach to identify 
NSD practices. 
The study is based on empirical case materials derived from twenty interviews in five 
large international service firms. The five firms selected operated in both business to 
 consumers and business to business markets, they all provided services both to other 
firms and consumers. The five firms provided different types of services: One firm 
provided telecom services, three firms provided financial and insurance services and one 
firm provided logistics services. All firms were successful in the market, as they had 
expanded beyond the national border to more than three countries. 
Between three and five employees in each firm were interviewed. We followed a 
semi-structured interview guide, where the informants were asked open questions about 
how they conduct innovation activities. Each interview lasted between one and two 
hours. The interviews were recorded and transcribed. To reflect the overall NSD practices 
of the firms, informants with different roles, and from different firm levels, were chosen: 
Top/line managers, project/innovation managers and specialists. During the interviews 
we investigated what the employees did, the types of problems the employees solved, 
what kind of tools they used, and how the actors interacted. 
In order to make sense of the data, the analysis progressed in several stages. First, the 
material was thoroughly discussed and made in a presentation form in Power Point. The 
aim was to present it to selected employees and managers in the firms to validate the 
data’s veracity and enhance the trustworthiness of the analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 
Second, the data was examined in light of the research questions, specifically looking at 
how service innovation was performed in the firms. According to what the practitioners 
told us that they did, we coded their explanations according to the language they used 
into first-order categories. Then we clustered them together into different groups, being 
researcher induced concepts and second-order themes. Further, these second order themes 
were assembled in overarching dimensions to gain a theoretical framework that linked the 
practitioners’ explanations of their ways of performing service innovation.  
4 Findings 
The findings from interviewing those who were involved in and managed NSD in the 
case organizations resulted in the identification of a great number of detailed first-order 
categories of successful NSD practices. A small, but representative, selection of these 
first-order categories is provided in Table 1 in the form of representative quotes. 
The clustering of these first-order categories of NSD practices resulted in the 
identification of six second-order NSD practices categories: 1) initiating projects, 2) 
focusing on customers, 3) legitimizing, 4) convincing, 5) involving units and 6) 
collaborating. These six second-order categories of NSD practices was then grouped into 
the following three overarching key dimensions of NSD practices: 1) identifying needs, 
2) assuring support, and 3) allocate work.  
From a NSD point of view identifying needs refers to the activities conducted by 
employees to focus on customers’ needs and  initiate NSD projects (sometimes in the 
reverse order) to become more competitive and to differentiate the services from others in 
the market. Assuring support refers to the activities conducted by employees to legitimize 
and convince the group of internal decision makers (e.g., boards and managers) and other 
internal stakeholders (experts and “ordinary” employees) that investment in the NSD 
project is worthwhile. Dividing work refers to the activities conducted to involve both 
internal and external people, and define their tasks and roles, to enable the successful 
implementation of the NSD project.  
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Table  1  Empirical data supporting interpretations of NSD practices 
1st order dimensions of NSD practices (representative quotes) 2nd order 
dimensions of 
NSD practices 
Overarching 
dimensions of 
NSD practices 
“I started out by asking, ’ok, what do we want? Why shall we stake a lot on the 
youth segment? What do we need?’ …I do not want ideas as the only things that 
counts are deliveries. And ideas are not a problem when you know what you 
want…it is about  rewinding and ask what kind of needs do we solve… it is a 
hand craft, to be worked on, use time and energy on to systematize and try to 
think I customer scenarios. Try to think which axes that are suitable to compete 
in and deliver something…“ 
Initiating 
project 
Identifying 
needs 
 
“So I started with a concrete area where there would be substantial differences 
for the customers and prove it afterwards. I then got responsibility for the project 
‘Simplification’ and taken that project. It suited me well to start here due to the 
275 000 customers involved. “ 
Focusing on 
customers 
“It is a fine line: What do customers want? And that we ask in many forum, like 
‘what can we do better?’ Then we ask questions covering what customer think 
we should solve. And there are a lot of good answers. That is one way of doing 
it. Another way is to try to think what we think customers’ need, that the 
customers don't know that they need? Because I work in a bank, I know that this 
and that would be damn great for the customers to get. So then I try to catch both 
those perspectives. “ 
“I got the project... And I made a budget which I presented for the steering 
committee. As all projects have. There is a steering committee for all the 
projects I drive…I put forward a document to the steering committee and held 
this presentation: what are we going to do, what is the solution, what are we 
changing, a gross prototype, yes we have to work with the first page…When I 
presented this to them, we found out that it was a good idea…It was a mixture 
between logical arguments, ethos: our competitor had done it, and pathos:  we 
can’t send this out. All together it makes them say yes, and go.” 
Legitimizing 
Assuring 
support “It is as if my job is a talking job, and I go around and talk and talk, and I get so 
feed up of my own voice. And I get people to meet and often it gets to “why 
don't you talk with him, why don't you know each other?” and then they answer 
“I have never talked to him” and I reply “but I know that he is sitting and 
working on exactly the same things as you do?” I take it for granted that people 
collaborate, if not we won’t make it. That is why all these ideas have been lying 
there unsolved, because they have not collaborated…So mainly it is about 
walking around, talking to people and making them talk together.” 
Convincing 
“What I did? I approached the management group for instance to e-business and 
Market and asked who the right resources were and got the manager for the unit 
to recommend me. And from then on I have worked very closely with e-business 
and market. “ 
Involving 
units 
Dividing 
work 
“We have some agencies that we have concern agreement with. For instance an 
advertisement agency and they are really good in digital services, and then we 
have a PR agency as well. So it is not about getting more agencies on board, but 
on using the agencies we have an agreement with, the right way. Because then 
we have the network, we know they deliver. And then I have worked a lot with 
some people in our IT department who are way ahead in relation to services. 
And that is so much fun. A thing I just initiated: There is a conference named 
‘Innovate’ taking place in London and San Francisco twice a year, and there I 
brought with me one from IT and one from e-business to assure that we have the 
same understanding since we are dependent on each other to succeed in what we 
do.” 
Collaborating 
 In the first column of Table 1 we provide our empirical findings in the form of 
representative quotes from our informants. These quotes are equivalent to the detailed 
first-order categories of NSD practices. Table 1 also indicate how the first-order 
categories were grouped into second-order dimensions of NSD practices (second 
column), as well as third-order (overarching) dimensions of NSD practices (third 
column). 
Figure 1 summarizes the findings visually and suggest a NSD practices framework.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 1 NSD practices dimensions 
5 Discussion and conclusions 
Our study is an empirical contribution in the ongoing discussion on what the key 
dimensions of NSD practices are. When we compare our findings with the NSD practices 
frameworks suggested by prior conceptual research (e.g., Froehle and Roth, 2007; den 
Hertog et al., 2010) we observe that we have relatively different findings. For example 
our findings suggest that the resource-oriented practices dimension suggested by Frohle 
and Roth (2007) should not be perceived as an overarching dimension. Our findings 
1st order 
dimensions 
2nd order 
dimensions 
Overarching 
dimensions 
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suggest that the NSD process is the prime focus of NSD practices since the resources 
needed in different stages of the NSD process varies. Thus, for NSD it does not seem to 
be relevant to build a set of general NSD resources that can be used during the entire 
NSD process. Rather, it seems to be important to build several sub-sets of resources 
(either inside or outside of the border of the firm) that are integrated into the process in 
six distinct themes (our second-order themes) and that may be mobilized in different 
stages.  
Our findings are more similar with the framework suggested by den Hertog et al. 
(2010). Den Hertog et al. (2010)’s dimensions called “signalling user needs and 
technological options”, “conceptualising” and “(un-)bundling” correspond to a certain 
degree with our “identifying needs” dimension, and den Hertog et al. (2010)’s 
dimensions called “co-producing and orchestrating”, “scaling and stretching” and 
“learning and adapting” correspond to a certain degree with our “allocating work” 
dimension. However, there seems to be one important distinction between our framework 
and den Hertog et al. (2010)’s framework: Our overarching dimension called “assuring 
support” seems to be lacking (or at least hidden in sub-dimensions) in den Hertog et al. 
(2010)’s framework, whereas our findings suggest that this is a key dimension of NSD 
practices.   
Although our paper does not offer detailed normative advice, the new framework of 
NSD practices suggested in the paper, may be a valuable guiding map to managers 
aiming to improve the NSD practices of their firm. However, our research design does 
have limitations in particular due to the fact that the research has been conducted in a 
specific service sub-sector, i.e. large service firms providing standardized services at a 
large scale, and it is difficult to assess whether the findings are generalizable to firms in 
other service sectors. Thus, further empirical research is needed in different service 
contexts to validate and confirm the relevance of our findings for NSD in general.    
References 
Aas, T.H. and Pedersen, P.E. (2011), “The Impact of Service Innovation on Firm Level Financial 
Performance”, The Service Industries Journal, 31(13), pp. 2071-2090. 
Ambrosini, V., Bowman, C., & Burton-Taylor, S. (2007). Inter-team coordination activities as a 
source of customer satisfaction. Human Relations, 60: 59-98. 
Beech, N., & Johnson, P. (2005). Discourses of disrupted identities in the practice of strategic 
change: The mayor, the street-fighter and the insider-out. Journal of Organizational Change 
Management, 18(1): 31-47. 
Bjørkeng, K., Clegg, S. R., & Pitsis, T. (2009). Becoming (a) practice. Management Learning, 
Forthcoming. 
Chia, R., & MacKay, B. (2007). Post-processual challenges for the emerging strategy-as-practice 
perspective: Discovering strategy in the logic of practice. Human Relations, 60(1): 217-242. 
Den Hertog, P., van der Aa, W. and de Jong, M. W. (2010), “Capabilities for managing service 
innovation: towards a conceptual framework”, Journal of Service Management, 21 (4), pp. 
490-514. 
Droege, H., Hildebrand, D. and Forcada, M.A.H. (2009), “Innovation in services: present findings, 
and future pathways”, Journal of Service Management, 20(2), pp. 131-55. 
Feldman, M. S., & Orlikowski, W. J. (2011). Theorizing practice and practicing theory. 
Organization Science: 1-14. 
Froehle, C. M., & Roth, A. V. (2007). A resource-process framework of new service development  
Production and Operations Management, 16(2): 169-188. 
 Gherardi, S. (2000). Practice-based theorizing on learning and knowing in organizations. 
Organization, 7(2): 211. 
Gherardi, S. (2006). Organizational knowledge: The texture of workplace learning. Oxford: 
Blackwell. 
Jarzabkowski, P. (2004). Strategy as practice: Recursiveness, adaptation, and practices-in-use. 
Organization Studies, 25(4): 529-560. 
Jarzabkowski, P. (2005). Strategy as practice: An activity based approach. London: Sage. 
Jarzabkowski, P. (2008). Shaping strategy as a structuration process. Academy of Management 
Journal, 51(4): 621-650. 
Jarzabkowski, P., Balogun, J., & Seidl, D. (2007). Strategizing: The challenges of a practice 
perspective. Human Relations, 60(1): 5-27. 
Jarzabkowski, P., & Spee, A. P. (2009). Strategy-as-practice: A review and future directions for the 
field. International Journal of Management Reviews, 11(1): 69-95. 
Kahn, K. B., Barczak, G., & Moss, R. (2006). Dialogue on best practices in new product 
development perspective: Establishing an npd best practices framework. Journal of Product 
Innovation Management, 23: 106-116. 
Kornberger, M., & Clegg, S. (2011). Strategy as performative practice: The case of sydney 2030. 
Strategic Organization, 9(2): 136-162. 
Laine, P.-M., & Vaara, E. (2007). Struggling over subjectivity: A discursive analysis of strategic 
development in an engineering group. Human Relations, 60(1): 29-58. 
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Lounsbury, M., & Crumley, E. T. (2007). New practice creation: An institutional perspective on 
innovation. Organization Studies, 28(7): 993-1012. 
Mantere, S. (2005). Strategic practices as enablers and disablers of championing activity. Strategic 
Organization, 3(2): 157-184. 
Mantere, S. (2008). Role expectations and middle manager strategic agency. Journal of 
Management Studies, 45(2): 294-316. 
Mol, A. (2003). The body multiple: Ontology in medical practice (science and cultural theory). 
Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 
Nicolini, D. (2007). Stretching out and expanding work practices in time and space: The case of 
telemedicine. Human Relations, 60(6): 889-920. 
Orlikowski, W. (2007a). Sociomaterial practices: Exploring technology at work. Organization 
Studies, 28: 1435-1448. 
Orlikowski, W. J. (2002). Knowing in practice: Enacting a collective capability in distributed 
organizing. Organization Science, 13(3): 249–273. 
Orlikowski, W. J. (2006). Sociomaterial practices: Enacting organisational realities in the 
workplace. Paper presented at the The Second Organization Studies Summer Workshop: Re-
turn to Practice: Understanding Organization As It Happens, Mykonos. 
Orlikowski, W. J. (2007b). Sociomaterial practices: Exploring technology at work. Organization 
Studies (01708406), 28(9): 1435-1448. 
Pavitt, K. (1984). Sectoral patterns of technical change: Towards a taxonomy and a theory. 
Research Policy, 13(6): 343-373. 
Product Development and Management Association (PDMA) (2011). 2011 New Product 
Development Best Practices Survey. Available at: http://www.pdma.org. 
Product Development and Management Association (PDMA) (2013). New Product Development 
Professional Certification Program. Available at: http://www.pdma.org/p/cm/ld/fid=23. 
Rasche, A., & Robert, C. (2009). Researching strategy practices: A genealogical social theory 
perspective. Organization Studies (01708406), 30(7): 713-734. 
Regnér, P. (2003). Strategy creation in the periphery: Inductive versus deductive strategy making. 
Journal of Management Studies, 40(1): 57-82. 
 
 
This paper was presented at The XXV ISPIM Conference – Innovation for Sustainable Economy & 
Society, Dublin, Ireland on 8-11 June 2014. The publication is available to ISPIM members at 
www.ispim.org. 
10 
 
 
Salvato, C. (2003). The role of micro-strategies in the engineering of firm evolution. Journal of 
Management Studies, 40(1): 83-108. 
Schatzki, T., Knorr Cetina, K. D., & von Savigny, E. (Eds.). (2001). The practice turn in 
contemporary theory. London: Routledge. 
Schatzki, T. R. (2005). Peripheral vision: The sites of organizations. Organization Studies, 26(3): 
465-484. 
Schatzki, T. R. (2006). On organizations as they happen. Organization Studies, 27(12): 1863-1873. 
Schatzki, T. R. (2012). A  primer on practices: Theory and research. In J. Higgs, R. Barnett, S. 
Billett, M. Hutchings, & F. Trede (Eds.), Practice-based education: Perspectives and 
strategies. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers. 
Spee, A. P., & Jarzabkowski, P. (2011). Strategic planning as communicative process. Organization 
Studies (01708406), 32(9): 1217-1245. 
Vaara, E., Kleymann, B., & Seristö, H. (2004). Strategies as discursive constructions: The case of 
airline alliances. Journal of Management Studies, 41(1): 1-35. 
Vaara, E., & Whittington, R. (2012). Strategy-as-practice: Taking social practices seriously. The 
Academy of Management Annals. 
Whittington, R. (2006a). Completing the practice turn in strategy research. Organization Studies, 
27(5): 613-634. 
Whittington, R. (2006b). Learning more from failure: Practice and process. Organization Studies, 
27(12): 1903-1906. 
Whittington, R. (2007). Strategy practice and strategy process: Family differences and the 
sociological eye. Organization Studies, 28: 1575-1586. 
 
